Abstract. We investigate the mechanism of each knowledge creation enablers in this paper to verify their effectiveness to knowledge creation performance. A survey thus conducted in organizations in china to collect the data. These data were used to test whether the hypothesis can be supported through ordinal least square method. We apply KMPI model to show how these enablers can take effect to KM creation capability. The result shows that these enablers can have various effect in different organization environment. Some of the enablers do not behave in ways it is supposed to be according to previous studies. The study provide the clues of how to effectively propose the KM performance. They can optimize the resource investing into the KM to make up the short barrel and directly enhance the direct related enablers to secure the organization to achieve better KM result.
Introduction
Measuring the performance of knowledge management (KM) are questions that never go away. Since knowledge is widely recognized as a key economic resource, organizations seek ways to manage knowledge effectively to gain competitive advantage. When organizations put so many efforts and resources into knowledge management practices, they need to know what outcomes knowledge management will bring about. Measurement is seen as one of the most important enablers to yield the sustainable success of knowledge management [1] . The purposes of measuring KM are: 1) To provide a basis for company valuation; 2)To stimulate management to focus on what is important and 3)To justify investments in KM activities.
Usually there is no single impact factor affect the KM performance. Among many factors, those which are crucial to KM successful implementation and continually help gaining anticipated outcomes are key factors, or, KM enabler. KM practitioners should be aware of the mechanism of KM enablers which this paper mainly focuses on. A survey thus conducted in organizations in china to collect the empirical data. We have got 246 questionnaire back. These data were used to test whether the hypothesis can be supported through ordinal least square method.
Literature Review
Evaluating KM performance is great important to managers while the evaluation is not easy. Current studies modeling the framework from two dimensions: the KM process and KM result. KM is a series of activities and process, these input factors directly determine the output: KM performance. If the input elements get improved, both efficiency and effectiveness, then the KM performance should also be increased accordingly. Based on this presume, the frameworks are then proposed to depict every part of KM practices, or, the KM life cycle. Life cycle models which describe the key aspects of KM provide a useful way to organize one's thinking about KM [2] . Allee classified organizational KM activities as: (i) knowledge creation; (ii) knowledge retention; (iii) knowledge sharing; and (iv) knowledge innovation [3] . Wen then further develop a measurement index based on the classification [4] . A widely accepted framework is KMPI [5] . This index comprise five knowledge circulation process which are knowledge creation (KC), knowledge accumulation (KA), knowledge sharing (KS), knowledge utilization (KU), and knowledge internalization (KI). Davenport and Prusak present a 3-stage model including generate, codify/coordinate, and transfer knowledge [6] . Ward and Aurum propose a 7-stage model incorporating creation, acquirement, identification, adapt, organization, distribution and application of knowledge [1] . The other dimension to develop framework is to check out what the KM brings. Effective KM would accelerate the knowledge distribution, enhance deeper understanding of the knowledge. Thus more knowledge will be created, the quality of knowledge is promoted, people are more willing to contribute and share their knowledge, and organization performance is likewise improved. Spender suggested knowledge creation and applications are two predominant goals of organization [7] , thus KM performance can be implemented by measuring the generated knowledge and its application, or, KM output. An organization that has the ability to create knowledge on an ongoing basis has developed a capability to sustain its competitive advantage. Some scholars even argue the performance of a group is defined as the quality of the knowledge identified [8] .
Research Model and Hypothesis
Because of the nature of knowledge, KM practices sometimes do not produce prominent improve to an organization which means the current result of KM may not fully reflect what the KM really brings. Measuring the KM output may need a long time period so the organizations ca not readjust their KM implementation in time. Using process metric then is more clear and simple to exploring the relationship between KM enablers and performance.
In this paper, we select the KMPI which measure the KM process to model the relationship between KM enablers and performance metric. It incorporate five component to determine the knowledge circulation process. We believe this metric reflect organizational level KM process as well as individual level KM process, adapted well to the Nonaka's SECI model. Figure 1 presents the complete graph of how the KM enablers can affect the performance: There are already several studies discussing the relationship between KM performance and KM enablers. We select KM enablers, in this paper, which are most widely accepted and adopted, to unfold their relationship to KM performance. We reviewed 46 papers concerning to KM enablers to find the "common" enablers. Some of these literatures discuss single enablers and others discuss a set of enablers. Since the enablers in different papers may have similar meanings but given various names, we also combine the enablers so that avoid overlap between two enablers. Table 1 summarize 10 KM enablers in order of frequency of appearance in papers. 
Data Collection and Analysis
We collect data from organizations which is knowledge intensive. We finally received 381 questionnaires before the survey deadline and 34 of them were dropped because of incompleteness.
The final valid number of responses was 347, thus response rate was approximately 66.73 percent. The respondents are mainly from the manufacturing industry and IT company (91%). Most of the respondents are tightly related to the organizations' KM practices. Nearly 28% of the respondents have KM experience more than 5 years and the respondents have at least 3 years account for 84% of total. The data analysis results are shown in table 2 and table 3 . The result shows the reliability and validity are both acceptable. We use Cronbach's alpha coefficient to assess the reliability. Most of the scales except for KU exceeding the acceptance norm of 0.70. The Cronbach's alpha of all measurements is 0.901, which is good for following data analysis. The validity test is also passed. Convergent validity is assessed by average variance extracted (AVE) from the latent variables. The values range from 0.59 to 0.85, which is above the acceptable value of 0.5. We also test the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values associated with variables in the regression models. Analysis result shows they were significantly less than 5 which indicating that multicollinearity was not a problem in our study. Note: p-values reach *0.1 **0.01 ***0.000 two-tailored significant levels
We take the independent variables whose p-values are less than 0.1 as significant variables to the dependent variables. As table 2 shows, knowledge creation is directly affect by tow KM enablers: Human resources and measurement. Human resources has the significant level less than 0.001 and measurement has the significant level less than 0.1. All KM enablers explained 72.6 percent of the variance in knowledge creation (R 2 = 0.726, F = 7.344, Sig. =0.000). Therefore, Human resources has a positive relationship with the knowledge creation, while measurement affect the knowledge creation negatively. When the organizations provide more resource and attention to enhance the knowledge creation, its performance is then promoted accordingly. However, when organizations commit to measure the knowledge creation, then the performance will decrease. The rest of KM enablers are not, as we expect, showing significant to the knowledge creation. Therefore, hypothesis 1 is only partly proved.
Knowledge accumulation is determined by three KM enablers: Information technology, culture and KM process. Information technology and KM process are both reach have the significant level less than 0.01 and culture less than 0.1. All KM enablers explained 72.2 percent of the variance in knowledge accumulation (R 2 = 0.722, F = 7.243, Sig. =0.000). The three KM enablers are positively related to the knowledge accumulation. The rest of KM enablers do not directly affect the knowledge accumulation which means invest to these enablers does not necessarily lead to the improvement of the knowledge accumulation performance. Therefore, hypothesis 2 is also partly proved.
Knowledge sharing has two determinant KM enablers: Human resources and communication. Human resources has the significant level less than 0.1 and communication less than 0.01. All KM enablers explained 66.3 percent of the variance in knowledge sharing (R 2 = 0.663, F = 5.92, Sig.
=0.00). Both the two KM enablers are positively related to knowledge sharing. Other KM enablers seems having trivial contribution to the knowledge sharing performance. Thus hypothesis 3, same as previous hypotheses, too partly proved. Knowledge utilization is positively determined by two KM enablers: measurement and KM process. These two enablers have the significant level less than 0.1. All KM enablers explained 71.3 percent of the variance in knowledge utilization (R 2 = 0.713, F = 5.22 Sig. =0.00). Invest into these two KM enablers will result in the improvement of knowledge utilization performance. The other KM enablers do not present enough significant to knowledge utilization, so hypothesis 4 is partly proved.
Knowledge internalization can be promoted by two enablers: Human resources and measurement. Human resources has the significant level less than 0.01 and measurement less than 0.1. All KM enablers explained 67.1 percent of the variance in knowledge internalization ( R2 = 0.671, F = 5.35 Sig. =0.00). If the two enablers gain more focus and investment, knowledge internalization performance them will be improved. The other enablers do not significantly affect the knowledge internalization performance, therefore, hypothesis 5 is partly proved.
Summary
This paper test the relationship between KM performance and enablers. Unlike traditional studies which investigate how KM enablers can promote the performance from the whole, we dive into the problem and investigate the mechanism of each KM enablers. Data analysis result indicates there is no almighty enablers can improve the KM performance form every perspective. Among the ten KM enablers, each KM performance perspective is enabled only by a few of them. Some enablers even show no significant to the KM performance.
The result is very important to KM practitioners. The study provide the clues of how to effectively propose the KM performance. They can optimize the resource investing into the KM to make up the short barrel and directly enhance the direct related enablers to secure the organization to achieve better KM result.
